[ ook forward 1o hearing from you.

Yours sincerely

Joawrt 51 (

KENNETH DIBBLE

L3
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From: Mr. Richard Fries . C.C. Home Office *
Chief Charity Commissioner

0171 210 4485

Date: 23 February 1995 Charity Commission
. qummissioners
VIr. Dibble ~
Lady Blatch
SCIENTOLOGY
Issue
1. Charity Commission decision that the Church of Scientology i$ not a Charity.
Timing

2. Routine, byt the Charity Commiission must inform the Church of Scientology of
the decision Promptiy.

Summam



effect that this entitles Scientology to registration as a charity for the advancement of
refigion. We expect them to make a formal application despite our decision in order to
mount an appeal to the High Court.

Recommendation

6. This submission is to inform you of the decision which the Board of Charity
Commissioners has made. It does not of course do justice to the compiexity of the legal
issues on which it is based - on which we should be happy to elaborate if you would like

more detail.

Handling
o 4

7. While the decision wiil no doubt be generally weicomsd, excepi by supponiers o
Scientology, it may raise wider issues of religion and charitable status, in particular
relating to cults. We see no purpose in attracting such attention and accordingly do not
propose to give publicity to our decision at this stage. Nor do we think that the Church
of Scientology will do so. On the assumption that the issue goes to court on appeal the
matter is however bound to attract notice sooner or later. The fact that the law presumes
bodies promoting religious beliefs, even of a cultish nature, to be charitable uniess there
is clear evidence that they are against the public interest gives rise to periodic media
and public attention. We have not in the event had to address this in relation to
Scientology; but the Charity Commission's Press Office is ready to deal both with the
decision in this case and with any renewed concern about cults and charitabie status
that may arise. As a long term exercise we are reviewing the Register of Charities to
see whether any of the religious bodies on it might give rise to adverse comment.

8. If there are any approaches to the Home Office about the decision it would be:
right to refer them to the Charity Commission. The Commission’s Press Office is liaising
with the Home Office on this.

8. If the issue comes to court the Attorney General, with his special responsibility for
charity law proceedings, would be a party to the proceedings. We are therefore
informing his officials of the decision. -
H
R J FRIES

Chief Charity Commissioner
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D Division
Room 1175 Qac
273 2835

7 November l9gg

Lady Blateh

SCIENTOLOGY: APPLICATION’FOR CHARIEABLE STATUS, AND THE ISSUE op
ENQUIRY

Timing

2 We 5 Meeting on 9 November to discugg thege 1ssuesg The
Charity Comm1331on have asked for oUr vieys by 10 Ovembeyr
Summarz

3 The Charlty Cbmmlsslon have asked for our Views op the
Public benef; ¢ 1ssye tovolved in Sc1entology's aPplicatiop
1nclud1ng Statement g oth oyr 9eneral Policy vy o

5 The arguments dgaingt a further en U1ry Into 801entology
vere geat i ’ ubmission of 20 7 . ey area
Summarige 10 Annex p © action ywag taken f llow1ng the Foster



substantially the same. A further consideration is that any
action at this stage could be seen as prejudicial to the Charity
Commission’s consideration of the application for charitable
status.

Recommendation
6. That _
a. We respond to the Charity Commission as in the draft

letter attached, and

b. subject to discussion with you on 9 November, we
continue to resist calls for a further enquiry into
Scientology.

Consideration

7. A background note about Scientology is at Annex C.

8. The Church of Scientology has applied to the Charity

Commission for registration as a charity. The Commission has

written to us to say that the matter raises some complex and
novel issues about the meaning of religion in charitable status
law and about the nature of Scientology, and whether it can be
said that its advancement confers adequate public benefit. It
is hoped that the application will be considered by the Board by
the end of the year.

9. The Charity Commission are primarily seeking a policy
response from the Home Office on the guestion of "public
benefit". Whether or not an institution is a *charity" (that is,

an institution established for exclusively charitable purposes
according to the law of England and Wales) is a matter solely for
the High Court and the Charity Commission exercising that Court’s
charitable jurisdiction under the 1993 Act. The legal aspects
of this matter are, therefore, for the Commigsion to determine.

10. A charity which is established for the advancement of
religion is presumed to be for the public benefit, and therefore
to qualify legally as a charity, unless the contrary is shown.
The firgst question as regards charitable status is, therefore,
whether Scientology is a religion. No doubt the Commission are
considering this question carefully in the light of recent
developments but in 1970 the Court of Appeal decided that, on the
evidence available, a building which the Church of Scientology
sought to have registered as a place of worship under the Places
of Worship Registration Act 1955 was not a place for meeting forx
religious worship because the services and ceremonies carried on
in the building contained no element of people coming together
to pray to a Supreme Being but consisted of instruction in a
philcsophy concerned with man.

11. Depending on the determination as to whether the Church of
Scientology is an institution for the advancement of religion,
the element of public benefit wmay or may not be of crucial
importance to the issue of charitable status. The answer depends
not on the activity of the church but on the objects as stated
in its governing instruments. AS was apparent during the House
of Lords committee stage of the Bill which became the Charities



Act 1992, when Clause 2 of the Bill, designed to meet exactly
this problem, was defeated {and never introduced), the Charity
Commission must look at the legal status of the institution, not
its conduct.

12. Against this background,
c

- - ]

,,.

13. Our response to the Charity Commission will need to be
guarded given that if there is an appeal against any refusal to
register the material on which the decision was based way have
to be made available to the Appellant. We have not carried out
any enguiries of ouxr own into the activities of Scientology and
such evidence as we have consists of letters from members of the
public and MPs which we are in no position to evaluate.

14, We propose to reply in terms of the attached draft.
A further enquiry -

15. The previous enquiry into Scientology, the Foster Enquiry,
was set up in July 1969 by the Secretary of State for Social
services and reported in 1971. A note about the inquiry is at
Annex D, It recommended amongst otherxr things legislation to
control the practice of psychotherapy (the aspect of Scientology
which gave rise to particular concern) and the lifting of the
immigration controls.

16. The first of these recommendations was never implemented and
the lifting of the immigration controls was eventually announced
in 1980.

17. The arguments for and against an enquiry are selk out at
Annex B. Briefly, the allegations investigated by Foster -
essentially of brainwashing and exploitation - are essentially
the same allegations as are being made against Secientology teday.
An enquiry might help to provide up to date information about
Scientology and give all sides a chance to put their views, but
there is no certainty that the outcome would be any more decisive
than in 1971. Moreover, it is highly likely that Scientology
would challenge any decision to hold an enquiry in both the
domestic and European courts. We would have to justify singling
out Scientology as opposed to other new religious movements which
are causing concern or new religious movements generally.

Handling[gresentation

18. None other than the points covered above.

PD-11-12



DRAFT LETTER TO THE CHARITY COMMISSION

Thank you for your letters of 10 and 19 October seeking a
Home Office view 1in relation to Scientology'’s application for
charitable status. You particularly sought our viéws on the
question of public benefit and on any policy view that we have
formed about the Church of Scientology generally. In fesponding
to that request I offer no view as to their relevance to the
question of charitable status.

The Commission is no doubt familiar with 9£he 1971 Foster
investigation into Scientology and the subsequent lifting of the
ban on Scientologists entering the country as students and to
work with Scientology. A factual summary of the immigration

position is attached. [«e fFerrew ]

As far as I am aware, there have been no subsequent official
enquiries into the activities of Scientology. This Department
has, however, coﬁtinued to receive various letters expressing
concern about Scientology and its activities. We previously
supplied you with copies of all correspondence received over -a
three year period up to June 1994. 1In coneidering the comments
that follow it is important to understand that the Home Office
has not carried out any checking of these allegations; all we can
do is point to the main features of what has been said to us by

others.

The main concerns expressed in the correspondence we have

received have been of two kinds. Firstly we have had



representations that Scientology makes use of sensory deprivation
and may use brainwashing techniques to encourage recruits to
remain with the organisation. Concern has been expressed both
about the use of these techniques and their long term effects.
Secondly, there have been allegations of what might be described
as financial exploitation in that it has been alleged that
scientology specifically targets those who in their own right or
through their families have access to substantial financial
resources. The cost of undertaking the various levels of
Scientology courses is, it is claimed, substantial and increases
so that ultimately those who cannot meetl the financial

cbligations are encouraged to work for the organisation itself

in return for courses.

Frequently relatives or former members say they have been
distressed at the impact of Scientology. However, Scienteology
itself maintaine that it has a positive impact on members’ lives
and it particularly highlights its anti-crime and anti-drugs

programmes .

The Covernment’s position on movements such as Scientoclogy has
been to avoid specific controls over their activities throuéh
legislation. One factor in this policy is our commitment to the
rerms of the European Convention on Human Rights, with its
provisions guaranteeing freedom of expression, belief and
worship. Our policy towards such movements is that they are
expected to remain within the terms of the law and that we will
take seriously any allegations put to us that they have not done

g0, where appropriate advising those who wmay have specific



evidence of criminal behaviour on the part of Scientologists to
bring them to the attention of the police who have the power to

invegstigate.

Finally, you asked for details of the ITV prograwmme t;ansmitted
on 13 Juiy. We have already sent you a video copy. The
substance of the representations which we received following the
programme is similar to the longstanding concerns expressed about
gcientology, that of the alleged duress which is used to keep
memberé within the organisation and the financiél pressures to
contribute to Scientolegy. The correspondence contains
allegations that Scientology is divisive and destructive of
families. However, I must again stress that we have not
investigated these allegations in any way. Furthermore, in this
case many of the letters appear to be from people who watched the
television programme but who ﬁay have had no personal or family
involvement in Scientology. We received over 700 letters from
members of the public. The majority were nround robin'" letters.

Many of the {[50] letters we received from MPs had also been

prompted by the same style of letter.

I hope this is helpful.
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GTN 240
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D Division Our Ref: KMD.1(s)
Home Office
Queen Anne’s Gate Date; 10 October 1995

London SWIH9AT

Dear y

THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY -

Thank you for your letter of ¢ October addressed 1o , - = As you know the Church of
Scientology has applied to the Commission £ registration ag 5 charity. Ag the Mmatter raises some

Ve seneery| S TTTHI7EN fetephiong =) RYTTPET N




In your letter of 9 October yoy refer to the public responge following 4 television Programme g
13 July aboys Scientology. I should pe very gratefu] if You could give me details of that
Programme and some idea as 1o jt Content. [ understand fron what yoy $ay that you haye

and your Tesponses 1o them 4g these are clearly g measure of some public concem about the
practice of Scientology,

Took forward to hean'ng from yoy,

Yours Sincerely

’//W ~ 2 N0

KENNETH DIBBLE



AN ENQUIRY INTO SCIENTOLOGY

ANNEX B

For

Against

1. On-going concern about methods used
by, and effects of, Scientology.

2. Lack of hard information about
Scientology. This may be resolved by an

enquiry

3. An enguiry would give the
opportunity to ask the question in public;
would give all sides a chance to put their
views

4. An enquiry could establish the need
for further measures to protect the public

1. Small scale problem, less than 1% of
population thought to be attracted to
NRMs, even fewer damaged by the
experience. Not a major social problem
when compared to other youth problems
eg drugs, unemployment, although on an
individual level is clearly a concern.

2. Why select Scientology, should look
at other new religious movements.

3. 1t could be seen as being in breach of
our ECHR obligations. [EC court
challenge likely.]

4. Counter to the policy of neutrality and
plurality of beliefs.

5. An enquiry would be seen as an
arbitrary action; it would certainly be
open to legal challenge via judicial
review.

6. There would be practical difficulties
in obtaining information and investigating
as was shown by the experience of the
Foster Inquiry.

7. Government action, in particular
legislation, would not be an appropriate
response to potential problems posed by
Scientology. Banning of Scientology
would be challenged in courts and would
give Scientology a much higher profile,
possibly increasing the appeal to young
people.




ANNEX C

SCIENTOLOGY: BACKGROUND AND TERMINOLOGY

1. This note provides background information on Scientology.

2. scientology was invented (its adherents would say
ndiscovered") in 1951, by the American L Ron Hubbard. At first,
it made claims O be a ryevolutionary technique of self-
improvement, but in 1954 a group of converts took the concepts
further and formed the "Church of acientology" in the United
gtates, and the movement has claimed religious status evexr since.
Itg international headquarters axe in Los Angeles, and it has
organisations in many countries. Its UK headquarters are at Bast
Grinstead, SusseX.

The aims of scientol

3. Scientology is a nhuman potential" movement; that is, it
stresses the inherent abilities and potential of man, and the
availability of significant self-improvement within us all. As
such, scientology is a set of technigues rather than of beliefs.
geientologists believe that man 1is essentially good, and a
spiritual being, endowed with abilities well beyond those known
prior to gcientology. Techniques are available to Scientologists
to allow them to solve their own problems, accomplish their own
goals and achieve lasting happiness; these are said to be "hased
upon the traditions of 50,000 years of thinking men".

Key concepts

4. _Scientology lays great stress upon the claimed rigour,
completeness and range of Hubbard’'s researches. In keeping with
this, it has developed a wide vocabulary of jargon. The

following are the most important concepts.

5. Mind is divided into an analytical and a reactive mind. The
analytical part is, broadly, the conscious mind with which we
experience daily life. It observes, remembers, thinks etc. The
reactive part is, broadly, the subconscious OY unconscious mind,
in which is stored all the negative associations (physical and
emotional pain} associated with various experiences. It is not
explained why only negative asgociations are stored. The
yeactive mind prevents the analytical mind from its proper,
optimistic functioning, by vecalling to it the negative
inhibition associated with old situations, thug undermining
performance gimilar new situations, through a wish to avoid
repeating the physical or emotional pain. The negative
asgsociations stored by the reactive mind are called engrams.
Thus far, Scientology bears 2 regsemblance to some psychiatric
explanations of the subcongcious, although gcientology is firmly
anti-psychiatry and psychology. Auditing is a technique to erase
the contents of the negative mind, thus eliminating the ability
of the engrams to undermine a pexson’s conscious will. .\

successful auditing process leads to a state of freedom from



engrams, and a person in this state is therefore called a cleax.
auditing is undertaken on a one-to-one personal basis, with the
auditor using an nelectropsychometex” oOr ng-meter®, which
measures the harmful energy from the reactive mind, showing which
areas of experience to concentrate on in the auditing process.
In keeping with the encyclopaedic claims of scientology, there
are over 150 different auditing "services" available.

LEGAL STATUS IN UK

6. Scientology ia not recogniged as a religion in the United
Kingdom. This results from a court decision in the Queen’s Bench
pivigion by the Loxd Chief Justice and others in 1969, which
upheld a refusal by the Registrar General to grant a certificate
that a scientology chapel was a place of religious worship within
the meaning of the Places of Worship Registration Act 1855. The
vasis for the court's decision was that there was nothing in
information supplied about Scientology which indicated that its
vgervices" were religious - taking as evidence the absence of
prayers, the fact that no creed was recited, and that Scientology
claimed to be open to people of all religious beliefs.
Scientologists (rightly) claim that this Jjudgment made no
observations as to the intrinsic merits or otherwise of
Scientology.

7. Scientology is recognised as a religion in Australia, New
zealand, France, Sweden, Germany and at least ten US States.

OBJECTIONS RAISED AGAINST SCIENTOLOGY

8. Whilst it seems unlikely that Scientology would be as
successful as it clearly is in terms of numbers of adherents if
it did not offer some good things, the most serious objection
alleged against it is that it is simply an impressive and well
organised confidence trick, promising self development to the
highest planes, but only at a very considerable financial outlay.
radvanced" courses can cost thousands of pounds. BAllegations are
made of considerably pressure being brought to beaxr on converts
to advance to higher states, and hence to spend more money on
scientology. Whilst critics suggest that this amounts to a
substantial diminishment of the free-will element needed to make
a legitimate contract, there are nonetheless, no known cases
where Scientology has been held culpable of migrepresentation in
the courts.



ANNEX p

FOSTER REPORT

Background

d R
1 1.
Report: g main Conclugiong
e The Government’s Measures of July 1968 {on the immigration

Status of Sc1entologists} were not justified. Sir John
Commenteq "the mere fact ehgt SOomeone g 4 Scientologist is
in my OPlnion nge reason for excludin him from the United

of hig fellows who are Citizeng Oof thig Country from
practising Scientology here.

Principay recommendations
e Psychotherapy shoulg be Organiseq as g testricteg

Profesgion open only tq Lhose who Underge an aPpropriate
training and who are willing to adhere to a Proper code of
€thics; the necessary legislation should pe drafteq and
Presenteg to Parliament 48 soon zg Possible.

nd 1
Follow~ug to the report
No actjion was takep in r'espect of the Report g recommendations

on registration and Control of the psychotherapy profession; it

was. considered that thege could not be implemented. The

1mmigration‘kerbs remained:h:place until July 19gp wWhen the Home

Affairg Committee Considereg the Matter ang agreed that the ban
d
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From: e
D Divigion
Room 1175 QAG
273 2838

8 November 1995

Lady'Blatch

SCIENTOLOGY} APPLICATION’FOR GHARITABLE STATUS, AND THE ISSUE or
AN ENQUIRY

PD-13. le
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ANNE X

SCIENTOLOGISTS: IMMIGRATION POLICY

to
particular Concern) and the 1ifting Of the immigration Conlrolg.

2. On 19 Novempe,- 1979 the Home ang Social Affairs Committeea
Tecommendeg that the 8e of immigratzon Control ¢ refugg cntry

Pac



DRAFT LETTER
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D Division
Room 1375 QAG . g g
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any leq, action followin 8 refusai of cientology’s
application.

4. You ay like tqo kniow that 154 Blatch Said thgt if
Scientoj gy’ s appllcatlon is Succesgfy] She woulgqg € very
strongly' inclineqg to isaye 2 pregg notice criticising the

decision. We explaineg that the Charity Commission’s decision
would essentially be 3 Matter of the interpretation of charity
law, 5 law fop wWhich the Home Office ig ¥espongibie

5. Lady Blatep was alao anxiong that the Charity Commission
shoulgqg give the Home Office €nough advance Hotice of the

PD-11~25



From : S ceC;
VSu '
Room 1374, QAG
273 3007

10 Novemper 1995

SCIENTOLOG YAND CHARITY 1 A W

Thank yoy for your minute earljer today.

2. By all meang Speak direcy to Richard Frieg (210 4409), or the Grade 5 heaq of policy at
the Charity Commissjon 210 4623). Perhaps meeting with the Commission
would be usefu], and (273 3048/ 3549) would be pleased 1o take part: would be
useful if (hgt could take place early next week. | gather that the Proposed letier has now been
delayed yn;j] after the Home Secretary’s foreign visit - ic. the target is 5 submissjon a¢ the end of
next week (Friday 17 November). :

3. VSU had also heard mention of thege developments from Lady Blatch?s Private Office,

(3 '\VSU\C!}&::\F.S‘U"ZGS.(IO!:



Mr Richarg Frieg
Chier Commissioner
Charity Commission
St Alban'g Houge
57-60 Haymarket
LONDON Swiy 40x

Two pPointg were raised in the letters. Firgt . our immigration

Policy towards Scientologiets. I attach 4 factyal Summar-y

officiaj inquiries into the Church of Scientology, the

Home Office hes hag many Complaintg about jtgq ACCivitieg.

Confer 4 real benefjt on the bublic It abPpearsg o be gelf
focused, 1iwarqg looking and Operateq for the benefit of itg
Memberg However itg eligibility for charitable Status jg



This jg Very much Charity Commigsiopn territory and gg 7t
explained in my Submigsion of 7 November, if Sc:i.entology's
application is unsuccessfy] and the Organisation goes to court,
the Material on which the decision was baged May have g be
made available to the appellant The letter SLill getg t:he
centra] message acrosg whilgte confining itself to the question

8. Covered above .

PY. 11 ~35
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DRAFR 13.11.95 CC Home Secretary

F:\VSU\Chac\FS\Fzss.doc

From.
D Divigion
Room 1175 QAG
273 2835

Novembey lsg9sg
Lady Blatch

SCIENTOLOGY& APPLICATIQN FOR CHRRITABLE STATUS
Sue 2

The Teésponse g the Charity Commission's Tequest fo a
Home Office view opn Scientology's application for charitable

2 lressznq
Suming
3. You gajiq that vyoyu would l1jike to write personally to the

Charity Commission and yoy askeqd Officialg to Consider 4



FAX (a Pages inclusive)

To . Richardg Frieg

210 4607
From :

Home Office VSU

(273 3048 or 3549)

13 November 1995
SCIENTOLOGY

Dicely.
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From: _
Sent: 06 October 2000 11:00
To: -

Cce: -

TS, s

Subject: RE: scientologists -Reply

Graeme

As | mentioned, | have spokento... . and = « renee o @DOUL how we should handle the Hodgkin & Co letter
to Barbara Roche - assuming it will eventual% filter down to INPD for advice. For the benefit of copy recipients who
have not seen the letter, sols acting for the Church of Scientology are seeking a meeting with Ministers to put their
case that the Immigration guidance that advises that leaders in the Scientology movement do not qualify as Ministers
of Religion for the purposes of the Immigration Rules, contravenes the HRA. It is none too clear who should take the
lead on this, given that INPD base their current practice on a Home Office wide policy line. This line is re-enforced by
the fact that ONS are maintainin%their W!icy not to recognise the Church of Scientology for the purposes of carrying
out marriages. (ex parte SEGERDAL) We have also taken account of the Charity Commissioners decision not to

grant charitable status to the organisation on the
grounds that it acts against the public interest - we are aware that this is being challenged.

... is of the view that the issues do not directly impact on REU given that their primary concern is racial

discrimination. The Derby research to which the Scientologists refer in earlier press reports was commissioned by
REU in order to assess the current scale and nature of refigicus discrimination but primarily in the context of the extent
to which it overlaps with racial discrimination. « has mentioned that the Solicitor General has recently written to
the Home Secretary seeking his views in relation 1 the judicial challenge of the Charity Commission ruling. |

understand this is being handled by ACU.

- has undertaken to keep INPD advised of developments and will ensure that ACU are
aware of the INPD link when putting up advice to the Home Secretary. In the meantime | will write to ONS - General

Register Office ~ to find out what if any action they are taking on this in the context of HRA.

--—-Qriginal Message-—---
From: Hopkins Graeme
Sent; 02 Qctober 2000 11:54

To ™~ .

Subjecr: +W: scientologists -Reply

Looks as though - dealing with this. | copied my fax request to him.
~~~~~ Orininal Message----—-

From . } _

Sent: 02 October 2000 10:18

To. .

Ce. =

Subject: FW: scientologists -Reply

-—-riginal Message——-
From:

Sent: 02 October 2000 10:00
o g

e,

Subject” scienlologists -Reply

Aboul six weeks ago the Scientologists solicitor phoned me and said
when could they expect a reply {o their letter of 8 June, asking where
HMPS had got to. [ said in about six weeks. So we will get on with it.

I 'agree with you, but we wouid have to go to PB and then it all becomes
more diffizulf. nol least because of the read-across to IND.

28/Saptember/2000 05:58pm »>>
| e diai e above now appear to be returning to the charge as we
eve long anticipated, but may be placing IND in the firing fine first.



My only observation is to note that from an HMPS point of view, | remain
doubtiul quite what the policy objection is to treating them as at lest a
belief for certain prison purposes, e.g. where prisoners actually say

they want to be treated as such, e.g. allowed visits by the scientologist
minister or their materials fo read, and that a c1uiet revision to the current
guidance relating to them with something woollier canceling what was
said before and repiacing if with something giving establishments a bit
more discretion might be better than costly rather pointless litigation.
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SCAZSTOLOGISTS: THE NEXT STEPS

faoi you for vour note of 18 Novernber to e discussed i with

mEG ane Dam replying on his behalf.

g Wi are content Yor the Frison Service to contdnue leading on this and
wii sescinnie material for the proposed submission, although it wili not sav
muct meoere than the biiet we provided for the pre-meeting. We know that we
nostt © nave @ more detailed look at the Immigration Rules relating to
Ministers of Religion and must do so before 2 October 2000. But this is not a
diedity tes wr sl the moment.

- “eoou suggest. the theorefical option of recognising Scientolooy i

L

CoRLTE oun nat Tor immigration purposes does not seemn dlausible.

. e ook forward to receiving the fuller account of the mesting witi the
LURLITOIOGISE 1 GUe course.



Front: ceC:
INPD

Tei:
Fax:

10 November 1999

}
( -/.—..
SCIENTOLOGY \

Thank you for your note of 4 November confirming the details of the pre-
meeting. | regret that | am unexpectedly being called out of the office this
afiernoon and will not now be able to attend. However, | hope the attached
note provides a helpful summary of IND's position hitherto.



SCIENTOLOGY

16 July 1980: The then Home Secretary lifts general ban on
Scientologists in terms that they will in future be admitied to the UK when they
satisfy the immigration authorities in accordance with the Immigration Rules
applicable to their individual circumstances. But states that persons
connected with Scientology will not qualify under the Ministers of

Religion/Missionary heads of the Rules.

This latter restriction was based on the premise that to accept in these
categories would be to accept that scientology was a religion. The HO does
not regard it as a religion for the purposes of Immigration Rules. This policy
is based on the 1970 Court of Appeal decision. This upheld a refusal by the
Registrar General to grant a certificate that a Scientology Chapel was a place
of religious worship within the meaning of the Places of Worship Registration
Act 1855. This is because the ceremonies carried out in the building were
focused not on prayer to a Supreme Being, but on instruction in a philosophy

concerned with man.

The Immigration Rules

Paragraph 169 et seq of the Immigration Rules define Miniéters of Religion,
missionaries and members of religious orders in terms of the duties or
activities they perform. There is no working definition of what constitutes a

religion for the purposes of the Rules.

ECHR/HRA

Our present public position is that the Government does not consider its
practice is in violation of the HRA 1998; but it fully recognises others may

have a different view on whether such a position is susceptible to challenge.



We are, in common with the rest of the Home Office, nonetheless considering
whether any of our existing policies should be reviewed in the light of the
anticipated commencement of the HRA 19898 on 2 October 2000.

Before the receipt of the Joint Opinion LAB's initial view was that it might be
arguable that Scientology does not constitute a "religion or belief' for the
purposes of Article 9 of the ECHR. And if Scientology were a "religion or
belief" for the purposes of Article 9, the UK might be able to justify curbs upon
the freedom to manifest that religion or belief by way of exclusion from
paragraph 170 on the basis that such exclusion is prescribed by the Rules
and is necessary in a democratic society in the interests of public order, health

or morals for the purposes of Article 9(2).

So far as the joint opinion submitted by Lord Lester of Herne Hill and
Pushpinder Saini is concerned, it would seem that all that could be said is that
it will be considered carefully in the context of a wider look at policies in the

anticipation of the commencement of the HRA.



From:

Sent: 05 Novamper 1999 15:38
To: - '
Cc: o

Subject: RE: scieniology

.._ is in Liverpool foday but he or | will get back fo you next week. He has made it clear we will not be able to
attend the meeting with the Scienfologists because of our other work pressures. But | have said | would attend the
pre- meeting with officials this coming Wednesday,simply to rehearse our position hitherto in relation to Ministers of
Religion. On something different, could | just remind you that you were going to kindly take another look at the recast
of the "Conditions” document for BUNAC,which | sent to you on 13 Séptember.

-—-Qriginal Meseana-wr.
From: !

Sent; 05 Novemuer 1999 15.08

To: . S csd

Cc: ——— .

Subject: FW: sclentology

grateful for an opportunity to discuss this. & | have been log at the material supplied by the
cientologists. | take it one or both of you are attending the mesting

......Oﬁgjngl Meseana.. ...

From: J

Sent: 04 November 1770 2038

To: .~

Cc:

Subject: scientology

- | have today received a letter from Hodkin and Co that | am faxing through to you (i assume you are on
It proposes to bring 6 people on behalf of the church of scientology to the meetin? on 16th November.
It also asks if there are any questions In relation to the materials they have sent us we would like to ask them in
advance on them, so that they can bring any additional material that may be needed. And if there are any other
points iiwe may wish to bring up at the meeting so that they can prepare on them. They are clearly expecting to
diﬁcuss why they should not be discriminated against within the prison system, the immigrafion system, or for any
other purpose.

| suggest we agree who is to reply, and in what terms, at the pre-meeting on 10th November in Cleland House.

- | do not know the immigration position - it would be desirable if someone came to these meetings from
IND {or LAB who advises them) - do we know who yet? In any event, can you pass on a copy of the letter fo
whoever is dealing in IND?

Separately, | gather that there are no meeting rooms for 16/11 available in QAG on that date and even my
{magnificent) new room cannot really house the numbers proposed. Have you a meeting room in Cleland/Abell
House that can be used, or can one be found elsewhere? (I cannot seem to e-mail on this - could you

tell her).



From:

Sent: 05 November 1999 16:37

To: o

Ce: .. .

Subject: FW: scientoroyy

| forgot to add that you may wish to dig out your copy of . - - hote dated 8 October on the HRA risk
assessment.Page 2 of it explains we have it in mind fo assess possible revisions to the provisions on Ministers of
Religion and Members of Religious Orders. has been advising us on this in the past.

-—--Original Messagr ‘

From: Vb s e

Sent: 05 November 1889 16-07

To: ‘ : .

Cc: 'v\nmuu; [T /)

Subject: RE: scienfology \B ¥

| think it would be valuable to have a lawyer at the pre -meeting.As | undeYstand it, scientologists can be admitted to

the UK where they meet the requirements of the immigration Rules applicable to their circumstances e.g. as visitors,
,work permit holders etc.But they cannot qualify for entry clearance as ministers of religion, missionaries or members
of religious orders. ! wiil sperately forward to you an eatlier e- mail | sent to . o .which says a bit more
about the background to our position.

-——Criginal Meees~a.___

From:

?ent: 05 november 1999 15:52
o -

Sublect; RE. suicimguy

Response on BUNAC will come later today

How far do you want lawyers involved in this? Would it make sense for one of us to attend the pre-meating at any
rate? How do we treat Scientologists at the moment - apart from not treating their leaders as ministers of religion?

«---Origina’ **- - ~ann

From:

?ant: ?5 November 1999 15:38
o —

Ce: [T VR T
Subject: RE: scientology

is in Liverpool today but he or | will get back to you next week. He has made it clear we will not be
able to attend the meeting with the Scientologists because of our other work pressures. But | have said |
would attend the pre- meeting  with officials this coming Wednesday,simply to rehearse our position.hitherto

in relation to Ministers of Religion. On something different, couid | just remind you that you were going to
kindiy take another look at the recast of the "Conditions" document for BUNAC which | sent to you on 13

September.
—--Original Message
From: .
?ent: N5 November 1999 16:08
[+ H
Cc: =
Subject: FW: scientology
grateful for an opportunity to discuss this. & | have been looking at the material supplied by the

Scientologists. | take it one or both of you are attending the meeting

--—Ofiglnal Messapn----
From;

Sent . 04 Noveiaber 1990 20:38
o -

Ce: .

Subjecr; scientolr gy

I have today received a letter from Hodkin and Co that | am faxing through fo you (I assume you
argop 7 ). It proposes to bring 6 people on behalf of the church of scientology to the meeting on
16th Noverin.r. It also asks if there are any questions in relation to the materials they have sent us we
would like to ask them in advance on them, so that they can bring any additional matertal that may be
heeded. And if there are any other points l/we may wish to bring up at the meeting so that they can
prepare on them. They are clearly expecting to discuss why they should not be discriminated against
within the prison system, tha immigration system, or for any other purpose. '

hsuggesl we agree who is o reply, and in what terms, at the pre-meeting on 10th November in Cieland
ouse.

- I do not know the immigration position - it would be desirable if someone came to these
1



meetings from IND (or LAB who advises them} - do we know who yet? In any event, can you passon a
- copy of the letter to whoever is dealing in IND?
Separately, | gather that there are no meeting rooms for 16/11 available in QAG on that date and even r

(magniﬁcent? new room cannot really house the numbers proposed. Have you a meeting room in
Cleland/Abell House that can be used, or can one be found elsewhere? (I cannot seem to e-mail

this - could you tell her).



= s

From:

Sent: 05 Novermnber 1999 16:09
To: '
Ce: v
Subject: FW: Church of Scientology
As promised in my e mail reply .See below. /\
--~Original Messanr- W,
From:
Sent: "3 mavember 1989 1019
To: 3
Subject: RE: Churen vi Scientology
-yes , the position has been set out in writing before.| agree with you that we should wait to see what comes out
wn the meeting. As . says ,we will ook at any immigration issues that arise out of it.
---—Criginal Messag™ -—-
From: .
?ent: - -Jovember 139 14:20
s?:i:ject: we: Lnurch of E‘;cientology
Thanks, | have just seen ! i note to '

Have we set out our position in writing fo the Church of Scientology before? Paul Boateng's office have
suggested that as IND are unable to attend the meeting it would be useful for a letter to go out beforehand. | think
this would only be sensible if we have not written before but if we have | think we should wait to see what comes

out of the meeting.

Gratefu! if you could advise.

—~~-Qriginal Mass~reuw—
From: n -
Sent: * November 1989 11:03

To %
Subject: Fvv. “nurcn of Sclentology

Further to yesterday's message, | was mistaken about my aftendance at the meeting. nas told

i that it is unlikely we can attend because of current pressures.

«——Qriginel Mesrace--
From:
Sent: i November 1799 13.16

To:
Subject: K vhurta wi Scientology

. if this is the meeting on 16 November that officials are having with them, | will be attending in Mr
absence.You asked for some background on the position of scientologists under the Immigration

Rules. e policy is as set out by the then Home Secretary in 1980. Scientology is not regarded as a relifgion
for the purposes of the lmmigration Rules. Scientologists will not therefore qualify under the provisions of the
Immigration Rules relating to Ministers of Religion, missionaries or members of religious orders. There is no
jegal or official definition of a religion in this country. But scientology is not regarded as a church in Britain.
This follow a ruling in 1869/70 by the Court of Appeal that scientology "chapels” did not qualify as places of
worship under the Places of Worship Registration Act because the ceremonies carried on in the building were
focussed not on prayer to a Supreme Being, but on instruction in a philosophy concerned with man. From this
has fliowed the Home Office’s general line that we do not regard scientology as a religion. | hope this is
helpful. Please let me know if you require anything further.

----Driginal Message---—

From: /i

?Gl’lt: ) Ui wwvember 1999 09:40
o - .

Subjuc. {hurch of Scientology

Paul Boateng's office have copied me the papers on the farthcoming meeting with the Church of
Scientology. They have asked for the Minister's views as | understand IND will not now have a
representative present. Would you be able to give me the background on our position before t put the

papers o the Minister?



Many thanks.



wlic

From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

Howme OFFICE
QUEEN ANNE'S GATE

LONDON SWIH 9AT

Peter Hodkin

Hodkin and Company

42-44 Copthorne Road,

Felbridge,

East Grinstead,

West Sussex, RFH 19 2NS. l-10-99

Zbﬁr Nr %Ciu:zhj

Re: Church of Scientology

I refer to your letter of 30 July seeking access to Home Office files on your client.
We have spoken several times since the letter was sent. I am however sorry for the
delay in sending a substantive response.

The Home Office is happy to disclose information in accordance with the Code of
Practice on Access to Government Information (not “files”) concerning its policies.
However, at present it is not clear to me what specific information you are seeking,.
I would be happy to consider your request further, if you could be more specific.

At your meeting with Lord Williams, you argued that scientology should be treated
as a religion by the Prison Service for the purposes of the prisons legislation. You
were also concerned that your ministers should be regarded as such for immigration

purposes.

As discussed by phone, these issues may best be considered initially at offictal level.
In relation to the Prison Service, it would be sensible if you directed your request to
Head of Prisoner Administration, Prisoner Administration Group, Room 710,
Cleland House, Page Street, London SW1P 4LH.
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